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CONSIDTRALI@HS‘IMVOLVLD IN A SEPARABLE PIRST OTAGE _

' ISARMAMENT AGREEMENT o

: 1 October 1953
‘I
INTRODUCTION
The discussion within the Aéministration eoncerning & Separable lst
Stage Di sarmament Agreement (hereafter referred to as SFSDA) has been unsatisface
tory because the parties to the debate have started from divergent positions.
One scﬁooi has tended to loock at the problenm primarily'from the standpoiﬁt o
of'wﬁat appears to be negotiable with the Soviets judged primarily in the context
>0f the Geneva negotiations or, if not negotiable, of what would have favorable
propaganda implications for the United States. Anothe?lschooi has becdmeb
convinced that nonme of the Separable lst'Stage pro?osals so far suggested'are
to the U.S. interest but has tried to accommodate (within the limit'that no
such SFSDA be actually agreed to) to the propaganda demands of our 51tuation at
Geneva. A third school has held that the USG should seek out and analyze
the substantive elements of potentially desirable SFSDAs, omes the U.S..couid
1;ve with, before considering the tactical and propaéanda issues of negotiation
‘(whether at Geneva or in other forums). |
This paper endeavors ﬁo contiﬁueﬂthe evaluetions of the latter echCQl; .It'

dee;s first with certain basic considerations, second”With the four main .
substanfive elements: - strategic systems, conventional forces, tactical systems,'
and concurrent political developments and only indirectly with the tactics of

negotiation.

SECRET 1 " DOWNGRADED AT 12 YEAR
) 1 8 ' [NTERVALS: NOT AUTOMATICALLY
' ' | DECLASSTFIED. TAD DIV 5z°"\1ﬁ

e e IR i T Y T £ N R A VI A A ST e

HW 49061 DocId:32626321 Page 2

7



SECRET

II

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS ‘

The fact without which the entire disarmament effortlwould have
collapsed long ago, is that control and reduction of armaments can benefit
both sides, that it is not entirely a zero sum game. But in part it is a‘
ZEero sum game; wﬁat improves the relative position of one side, harms the
relative pdsition of the other. The Soviets will certainly attempt to
optimize their reletive position. -Not only mist we attempt to optimize ours
as an offset to their attempt, but also to offset a very real asymmetry in
the position of the two blocs:: We‘proclaim, and are, a defensive alliance;
they proclaim and are an offensive elliance, in which the_debate is only as
%o the level of violence to be used in pursuing the aims of the alliance.

Cur task in devising a SFSDA is therefore complex. It involves fully ex- IR
'ploiting the potential of the non-zero sum aspects of atms control (those

which benefit both the USSR and oufselves) while preserving or improving

the relative Western position in the zero sum aspects. |

Principal U.S. interests are: v(l) fhe meintenance of our ability

to contain Soviet or Chinese expaneion; (2) a reduétioh:in‘the riék of
nuclear war, elther from escalation of undeterred Soviet or Chinese
expansionism under (1) above or in the form of a direct nuclear attack on

the U.S. or its allies, and (3) a reduction in the destructiveness of nuclear
war should it nevertheless oceur, ana (%) continuation of the prospect‘that'

U (nuclear and other) forces surviving a nuclear war would be able to ensure
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a settlement of hostilities favorable to the Uhited States.

Principal Soviet in%ereSts are: (l) a reducfidn in the prospect that the
U.S. might escalate to general nué;ear-wér a local confrontation résulting
.from what the Soviet leadership would consider the inevitable expansion
¢f the area of Communism; (2) a reduction in the prospect that U, S. military
forces surviving a nuclear-wér would allow the US to dictate”tefms of
settlement of hostilities and (3) & reduction in the destructiveness of
ruclear war should it nevertheless occur. From the‘Soviet standpoint ver&
sxmstgntial cold war gains could occur if Wé failed to preserve our objectivé
(1) while they succeeded.in achieving their objective (1). In.such a situation
they could expect a rapid dissolution of NATO and a lobséhing of the ties
holding together the forces standing in the way of clear Communist démination
of the Europeaﬁ-Asia land mas;.> They could then concentrate theif full effort'l

~on securing their primacy over their Chinese "partpers".

III

THE FOUR SUBSTANTIVE ELEMENTS OF THE PRORLEM:

A. The Strategic Nuclear Relationship

1. Present Trends

Projections through 1968 of programmed U.S. strategic forces, on the
one hand, and NIE estimates of Soviet forces, on the other, indicate‘thaﬁ. :
withouf arms control the U.S. should be sble to maintain a 2 to 3;fold . “
superiority in numbers of intercontinental alert weapéﬁé, and a superiority
in the average survivability factor of those forées.u_The megatonnage of
the Soviet strategic forces may, howéver, come £o exceed those of the U.S.

3
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forces and under all but the most favorable circumstencee the percentage
of the U.S, population expected to be casualties after a nuclear ex chanoe might
.exceed that of the USSR, Under no foreseesble 01rcumstances, however, could the USSR,
evéen 1f it struck firet, have bigh confidence in erd..no the initial exchanges
with a superiorlty in surviving strateglc forces
In the absence of arms conorol the U.S. should therefore be able, at
least through 1908 to maintain & ve*y credible deterrent, a deterreunt adequate,
zot only to protect the U.S. aaainst a premeditated nuclear ettack (Class I
Deterrence), but also to keep low the risks of escalation the Soviets could
JrLdenu_y face in bringino pressure against Europe or in support of their _
policy in other‘greas vital to the West (Cless IT Deterrence). The sacrifice'
of this advantage in ary SFSDA would héve_to be'ueigied agaihst USlnon-zero
sum and other zero-sum gains. | o
2. Objectives
In con51dering the strategic nuclear delivery vehicle part of a SFSDA
: the following U.S. objectlves come to mind'

a. To reduce the size, weight, and likelihood“of success ofia
Soviet.strike against the US or its allies.

b. While doing so, insure against unacceptable risk to our security,
or to £hat of our allles, through.cheating,_including withholding of -
declared weapons,vclandestine production,_or improvementvof weapons, and
abrogation with the purpose of galning a significant time advantage in
rearmament. | | |

‘Discussion

It both sides reduce the slze and we1ght of their strategic attack.

b
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capabilities, it should bevpossible to retain and even enhance Type I Deterrence.
As the strategic forces are brought under control major 1nSuab’lluleS resulting
from the psychology of the arms race should diminish. Decreased concern on
either side about the suryivel of i%s retaliatory force should remove llngering
incentives toward, or fears of, premeditated attack against one.another."

The same course could seriously danage Western deterrence in Type IT i
situations to the extent it'is based on quantitatiue Suneriority."Comnensations
would have to be soughu in arrangemcnts either contained in the disarmament
“breaty or permissible under the treaty. These might involve (1) a full ‘
spectrum of deterrencegbelow the strategic level, and/or (2) capabilities‘forﬁi
deliberate,'selective; controlled response;v”

None of the reducuions contemp_ated would reduce the poss1ble destruct-_
ivcness of an all-out War, if it occurs, even close to the levels known through
World War II.- Since it takes relatively few missiles to target the maJor cities
on eilther side, and 51nce substantial fractions of each side's m_ssiles are
targetted on each other's strategic forces mutually agreed rednctions in
their nurber could proceed with little effect on the number of cities which
ngﬂ£ be at risk to residual forces. The casualties experienced in any actual
wer perhaps would be reduced somewhat because of (1) reduction in collateral
demage with diminished counterforce exchange, and (2) decreased number of f
nuclear detonatlons in any one area resulting from lower damage expectancles
because of smaller force levels. In other words, the number of nuclear hostages
might be better controlled at roughly the level considered necessary for ef-
fective deterrence.‘ The level of prospective own damage (in terms of percentages
of population casualties or of industrial destruction) at which the USSR would
certainly be deterred is an arguable figure. It is probably higher for the USSR
than for the US. -5 - ,
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2:  Other Variables

. Importent varisbles in amalyzing the optimum solubions to these objectives

S axe the assumptiens es to the gereral political context including the possible
impact of arms control meagures on our European allies, the prOVisiens of

other portions of-the-SFSDA and the degree qf inspection which is considered.
desirable or negotisble. This paper assumes that a SFSDA will not ceme'into
being except after, or concurrently with, a comprehensive test ban agreement, a
corprehensive non~diffusion agreement, some'improvement in the Berlin-German

Reunification situation aﬁd other poihts of immediate high risk. The variables

“in other parts of the SFSDA will be teken up as they appear pertinent. Different

SOluth”S will be proposed for a high inspection case, a medium inspection case
and a low inspection case.

hf How EEEX?

| ‘Some number of permitted U.S. strategic delivery vehicles between
100 and 1000, should assure the U.S. a high order of counter clty, Class I
Deterrence, yrovided the muber permitted the Soviets’were smaller or, at
least no greater.

Let us assume no conirols over Anti- Ballistic Missile (ARM) Systems,

0o control over civil defense programs, no control over nuclear meterials or
warheads and a low level of permitted inspection. At the upper range of the
_suggested numerical lim_t, say 1000 weapons, it should sti1ll be possible
for us to create a mix of super-hardened, dispersed, large, multiple-warhead
missiles, Plus Poleris submarines plus dispersed or air-borre plahes with
improved air-to-surface missiles which would be able adequateky to survive any
- conceivable Soviet attack. Such a Soviet attack must be assumed to 1nclude the

.
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permitted Soviet vehicles, plus vehicles which could esceape detection plus
vehicles which could be produced and devloyed during any time gap‘ir rea .ament
by clandestine Soviet prenaration'for brog tion. US forces shou_d be aole to
survive in sufficieut voluie to penetrate to at least 50 SOV“et ci ties with
sufficient weight to wre ak very great destruction on these cities and cause
casualties of at least 1Op of the Soviet population.
Such a solution Would rot, however, make any substantial conoribuuion
t0 the objective’ stated in III A2a, abovc of significantly reducwng the
rCssible size and weﬂgh o? a Soviet attack below what is now progected ‘
Vitnoat a SFSDA. The USSR could theoretically opt for missiles of 100 MT
or larger size up'&)lts full permitted number if only numbers are to be
limited. Within any plausible ratio of Soviet numbers to US numbers, say 50%
of the US permitted ficure, the weight of a Soviet attack could be Virtually
totally devastating. Thereiore, more complex solutions must be con51dered.
Two measures which 1ou1d greatly increase the certainty of eerctive
US retaliation within lOWer numbers would be ueasures prohibiting the deploy-
mcnt of ABM Systems or prohibiting the construction of elaborate c1vil defense
nelters. (Of tnese two categories prohibition of ABM Systems would have 1ess
Pfublems since 1t 1s psychologically more difficult for & nation to deny 1ts
citizens the basic indiv1dual security of civil defense ) Both of these measures
could be reasonably vell monitored through unilateral surveillance and intel-
ligence. The cost of a strategically significant ABM system would be. of the
crder of magnitude of at least 10 to 20 billion dollars. A signlficant shelter o
sonstruction program would also be costly.v Both would probably be necessary sub-
gtzntielly to reduce the destruction and casualties to be expected even from two or

)

,_7__
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thres hundred mu_t1p1e-warhead weapons on targ=t. No such large scale programs

oculd be clandestinely executed.

If one did not have to be concernéd with substantial ARM and civil defense
Trograms, it would be possible t5 assure unaceeptable damage without hardened
ﬁultivle or wultli-megaton warheads. 150 one-megaton warheads (of say 500 Ibs
reight) on target would certainly be gble to demolish the flfty leading

industrial and populetion centers of the USSR and leave s reserve for contin-

geneies,

Soviet‘cities ere, of course, only one part of the target structure as
@‘3b8ﬂtly understood. Other main components, and their implications for

disarmement, are as follows:

a. The Soviet Nuclear Threat; In éresent war plaré; Soviet bombers
end missiles and their suppofting basés are fhe highest’priority class of
targets, If strategwc forces are stabilized at anything approaching parity,
counterforce targetting probably. vill be 1ess and less remuneratwve. Depending
o vudnerability of the oppqsing forces, some reduction of enemy cepsbilities

m2y continue to be attractive as a firsf-strike objective; buf the level of

f

eduction achieved probably. could not be decisive. To make strategic bases

'_?F

¢33 compelling second-strike targets, missile refire or bomber recycle capa-

o

tlities might be controlled.

b. Other Military Capabil*ties. Certain tactical airfields and general

wilitery targets in Europe are now targetted by SAC. These could just as well
be covered by European theater forces, if survivable weapons systems were
rovlded SACEUR, A consisten£ set of categories_would have to be corstructed for
the disarmement egreement in order to preveht strategic force limitations from
injuring the position of NATO vis;aQQis the Warsaw Pact countries.
. 8 :
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The conclusion here seems to be that t, provided thester forces are
considered separately, one alternative would be to relate the number of strategic
weapons more or less directly to the urban-industrial (secord-strike retaliatory)
target structure.

What number of permitted sure tegic delivery vehicles, then, would be necessary
to essure the ability to detonate 150 warheads on target? The ansyer is a

- function of the.SLrv1vab11i ty of the vehicles and thelr reliability. if_one o
assumes & relisbility of .66 (in other words, two out of three surviving

vehicles could be'expec%edifo reach targe#.viﬁhiadequate accuracy),.we would
.thcn'heve a requirement thet 225 of our vehicles be sble to survive any.counter-
force attack the Soviets could aspire to mount vith (2) their permitted vehicles,
(v) vehicles not declared, ivehicles'clandesninely produced, and vehicles cone*
verted from civil awrcraft, etc., and (c) vehicles produced during any tlme gap
achieved by preparation for hostile abrogation. - No precise computation of the
suarting nunber of U.S. Vehicles required is possible, too many variables are
involved. 500 vehicles would, however, not seem to be an unreasonsble figure.

If both sides Were limited to permitted delivery vehicles w1th a 11fting
Capecity sufficient only for one megaton warheads, & fantastic 1mprovement in
rresent day standards of accuracy and rellability would be needed to give the
Sov1ets confidence in takin° out one of our hardened nissiles without devoting
at least three to the task. (A 1 MT weapon With a CEP of i NM vould have 72%
chance of severely dsmaging a hOO PSI Silo) If & method could be devised to
limit guidance systems to a CEP no less than one mile at inter-continental range,
they would have to devote about 30 missiles. to take ‘out one of ours. In any case,

gsuch of our missiles as were in Polaris submarines at sea would be comparatively

-9 ;i>
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invulnerable to this form of attack, as would air-to-surface aissiles in‘air—horne
"lert alrcraft. Moreover, in the evolutior of weapons mixes under any such agree-
went the US might make major shifts away from hardened, fixed strategic missiles
Ain Pavor of mobile land.and ses based types.
The magnitude of effort required to supplement the nerm_ttcd eystem with .
covert delivery means sufficient for & counter~force attack effective sgainst the
opposing strategic delivery system @onsidered as a whole)seems 1o} greet'as to make
he ettempt hardly worthwhile. Even if one were to assume a clendestine force:as'
Targe as the permitted force, and a force created durin ng the time gan efter S
hostile abrogation of equal'size ggain, this would give the Soviets only a three
fold sureriority in nnmbers vhich, assuming present day reliability and accuracy
factors, would notb be adeouate to assure a high level of destruction even of the
fixed base portion of our permitted systems. Future improvements could, of course,
change this estimate. | |
In sumary, it appears that something of the order of 500 permitted vehicles- _
would be adequate to protect egainst the risks of deception provided, (a) ABM ' - o
systems were prohibilted, (b) rajor civil defense shelter construction were _
ohibited, and (c) the lift capacity of perultted systems'Were limited to one o
megaton warheads, (d) no great improvement in accuracy to the order of + NM CEP;“
were in prospect.v‘ - o i
The most sensitive.reriable in arriving at this jndgment isvthat Cﬁ?siof?il-
less than a 1,000 ft. at inter-continental range will not be within tne state of
the art until the 1976'3;.;Thought shouid be given to prohibitions_and controls
over terminal guidence, etc}, desiéned,toﬂmake suchvsuper accnracy impossible.”i
The increasing yleld and decreasing CEP of the attacking weapon can be offset

to a degree by hardening the target. .

5. Lerger and Smeller Yields
It is generally agreed t%gﬁEf very difficult thing to hide, and therefore

- 10 -
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easy to control, is a 1enﬁ0%*eg'faci1*ty for an inbter-continental migsile.

- It caanot, however, be demensitreted that i% would be izpossible, assuming the
“necessary effort, to concesl ﬁdividual launchers.L'That_it would be possible
td hide hundreds of such launch facilities becomes less credible.
To check on the 1ift (payload) ce@aeity of a system is more difficult;
-the nscessary assurance would'probaﬁl§ require on-site inspection of thefvehicle.>
To check on the accuracy of the,sxstem will be"étill mbxe'diffieult.
It would require: 1) mutusl observaﬁion:of strategic missile tes%_firings
cf the other side to<ebserveraccuracy plus sufficient inspection of emplaced
wigslles to be sure they were the same design as those tested; 2) congtruction

of strategic delivery vehicles by e third state (e.g. Sweden) for both sides;

o)

H

3) other radical inspection procedures. o
There has therefore been a-tendency, in coﬁsidering SFSDA's te"-.

coacentrate on number of 1eunch vehicles'rafher than on yield or accurecé.
With sufficient yield, accuracy and reliability, 1t is pOSEible tO'ap§reach e
one-for-one kill probability egainst even super-hardened dispersed leunch sites.
With multiple, gulded warheads it might at ‘some future time be possible to
reduce the exchange-ratic to less than unlty, but ﬁhis is not within reach of
Present technology. Furthermore, the destruqtiveness of even 50 100-megaton
warheads is such as to fail te meet fhe‘dbjective in III A 2A,'while less then |

. a hundred permitted delivery vehicles would seem *o preeent far too great & risk

of successful eliminastion through counterforce or covert attack. Control

over super-weapons, therefore, seems indicated. One possible elternative

would be to prokibit all intercontinental land-based missile launching‘
facilities, relying solely upon sea or alrborne vehic1es. But 25,000 Ib. warheads

can glso be carried by plane and probably sub-based mlssiles could be 6ev1sed

SECRET
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to launch such weights. Substantial inadequacies therefore would appear to
inhere in eny SFSDA vhich provides only for control over nuﬂbers of launch

ehd cl 25,

<

If controls over lift capacity ana'accuracy are-to be inecluded in =2

SDA, then the question becomes pertinent as to whether limitetion of war=

&

=

zed weight and yield below one megaton might not ve e.dv:.saole° Agein3u most
eoviet u“nrotected 4ndustr1al and population centers, 100 KT would be adequate
Tor destruction; against large industrial ereas such as Moscow end Leningrad,
5 %0 8 such weapons would be adequate. A4n adeqpate_surv1v1ng U.S. deterrent
force of 100 KT delivery systems, therefore, might be 300-350 as opposed to
the 225 one-megaton vehicles suggested in the previous section, IFf the Soviets
are similarly limited to 100 XT KT weapons, the number of weapons they would have
to allocate to insure klllmc one of ours would be three times that necessary
with one-megaton weapons. No significant increese above.SOO in the permitted
number of delivery vehicles would therefore seem required even if 1ift
capacity is limited to 100 KT warhesds (say iso Ibs.). A cruclal question,
4hewever,wis whether the weight carrying-capacity of_e given system can be
accurately enough controlled to guard against substantial deviations in the
Vield of warhead which could be delivered. . All exieting ICRM systems would
have to be scrapped and new ones meeting precise.cripefie Stbstitﬁted' The
closer both sides come to the practical limits of imprQVement of yield-£o~
welght ratios, the more feasible weight 1imitatione would be since the margin
for clandestine yield/weight improvements would‘be“narrowed.

6. Other Possible Controls

In the above light, a suggestion‘worth~exploring is the prohibition of

-all inter-continental delivery systems except for submarine-based missiles.
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—. T OV A N S T L e T FYE AR T £ S e e L
T L R T T S P B L D e T LTI TS eI N 4T s T E T 2

HW 49061 DocId:32626321 Page 13



"SECRET

This could be coupled with limitations on the number, size, range and deploy-
meﬁt of such submarines end missiles. ILet us essume that eéch side is limitéa
%o 100 missile—carrying submarines, each submarine being limited to four launch
tuhes canvble of 1ifei 200 Ibs. warhead 2,500 miles, with no weight allowance
for inflight course correction equipment. Pescetime deployment of»these submarines
within 3,000 miles of the other’s territo;y would be prohibited aﬁdAmon;tqred.
There might also be a limitation on the number and fange-of attack submarines ahd
a prohibition ageinst deep sea mining; Under such an arrangement it is difficult
to see how & counterforce attack would be conceiveble. (An alternative would ‘be
to limit all intercontinental missiles to hardened land-based sites. The 1 MT
.yield limitation would meke a counterforce attaék extremely unlikely. The need
for monitoring subma?ine deployments would be unnecessary and the expense would
be less.) ‘ ; | |
The principal difficulty with such ar:aﬁgements is that the p;inciple of
a mix of retaliatory systems is sacrificed. Tt may be that this difficulty is™
less than that of allowing a mix of systems, some 6f which, particularly bombgrs,
seem to be inherently uncontrollable as to precise smallbséalé‘lift capability.
A further possible control 1s over ﬁﬁclear materials and warheads. As will
be seen, ldter;Asome such contfols'may be'required in the tactical nucleer field.
The confidence which one can have in such‘controls is nét, however, adequate to
give much assistance in the strategic field where the number of warheéds is small
and the amount of fissionable materisl required to produce méjor changes in
capabllities insignificant. It would be reasonsble to back up controls over '
numbers, 1lift capacity,: accuracy, range, etc “with production controls to guard
agalnst clandestine ilmprovement in numbers or characteristics. The elaborateness
required in controls over production would very with the sensitiv1ty of the ar-

’ rangements to detect cheating.

7. Optimum Solutions Varying with the ce of InsPection which can be
M&LKE
Negotiasted - _
=13 -
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a. Low Inspection S E @ RE T |

On-site inspectiot is probvably not _required to control an

agresment p ohioiuimv tne deployment of ARM systems, or an elaborate shelier
construction program am. It 2lso would be difficult clandestinely to deploy
largs numbere of intercontinental uissiles with large weight 1lifting cepacity. -
'Clandestine_production and deployment of large numbers of submarimee or heavy
bonbers would also gppear difficult.' |

| If little on-site.inspection can Be:negotietéd, weight yield,
renge and accuracy limitatioos would be irpossible. Nurbers limitation, which
would not be critically mpset fron a counterforce viewpoint by.clendestine
deoloyment of several hundred weaoons, would be DPossible. If ABM and substantial
shelter construction are prohibwted, numbers approximating 500 would seem
appropriate. 1 there is no prohibition on ARM's and shelter construction,
mubers a,pprox:Lmartinb l,OOO would seem appropriate.A Partlcularly in the latter
case, we would have to essume the Soviets would be striving for 1arge -yield, |
hardened multiple warbeads, etec., ete. We wou_d therefore have to compete
strenuously in the same directlon as well as deploying an ARM system and
engaging in a substantial shelter constructlon program.

In elther of these cases the Class II Deterrent eflect of our

strategvc nuclear capability would be small and would be seen to be |
small by owr allies. There would be no credibility in our adopting a counter-
force strategy and a city-'bnstin° strategy would be clearly and totally ruinous.
The same would_apply equally to the Soviet Union. The correlation of forces in'
the conventional and tactical nuclear fields would then become .even more
significant to both sides.

b.. Medium Ineéectiom”

If 1t were possible to negotiate a declaration of retained and

replacement delivery vehicles, plus periodic inspection of such vehicles, plus
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& reasonable prog*:m of random ins; ectvons to provide a check against cTandes-
tige.t oduction or deployment, a more useful arrangement shovld be possible.
In addition to pfohitition of ABM systems, end shelter construction
and a limitation onrnumb *s, it would then be possidvle to control welght lifting
capacity, range, and possible accuwracy if obzervation of test firings or
.physlcal inspection of missiles were pcrmi ted. Whereas under a ebove, there
could be no asswrance by eit ide that the other would not build w to a
megatonnage in excess of 10 oy 20 thousand, erer this a_tevnative one could
" have reasonable assurance uhat meeatonnave of. permitted systems could be kept
below one thousand for each side end could pewhabs be reduced below one
hundred., |
With no control over nuclear materials, warhead production or ,
warhead stockpiles; there»would, however, slways be the threat of the deploye ’ .,‘ L
ment of large weapons ih ships,‘civil'airicraft, etc7 ‘¥hile such deploymeﬁtv'.
would be unlikely to have significent couhtev;iorce potentials, it would -
continue as an unsettlino and suspicion arousing possibility.

Cs thimum solutions with high degree of inspection

If in addition to the controls suggested wnder b ebove, it were
possible to negotiate controls over nuclegr meterials; warhead production, and
‘warhead stockpiles, fUrther possibilities of designing a system maiimizing
the non-zero sum advantages to both sides might over time, become possible.

There seems to be no scientific way in which one could have high'confidence that
nuclear miterials or warheads had not been secreted in some remote or subtly
conceeled storage area, in mabn_tudes perhaps as great as ten or twenty per cent
of eXisting Soviet stockpiles. Security 1n‘the_Uhited_States is not such that we

could have confidence in executing such an operation ourselves. It is possibvle,
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shovdd %he.Soviet leaders desire to do so, that ways could be found Go give us
_confidence that they also WSTe Do 1ono er 1rv a position to do 80. Transition 1
arrangsmants would u.doubuea_y be pecassary to cover the pewlod durlno which __:
such confidence was beipg esuaollshed° .~ en SLCh transztional steps would,
howevér, seem useful in get inz on toward the objecti ives staued in IIT A 2 -3
A possible transitional sten m_bnt permit stockni1es o? warheads

sufficient to supply the pewmitted systems with a reserve, plus‘continuously

inspected additional stockpilss in some stabe of ‘remoteness from delivéry
systems or in some stage of incoﬁplete fabricationléo that'thére would be g -
tine Gelzy in their availability sufficient to make ﬁhem ﬁéeless iﬁ a counter=-
force role, but short enough to make clandest*ne wi'bhhold:.no or concealment

of lwttle value to the othev side.

8. Relatlonship 01 control among strategic, conventlonal, and b'_ o ' '

tactical systems

a. General ‘
Control over strategic weapons increases the importance of tactical
ﬂuclear weapons to deterrence of the use of conventionsl forces while at the
same time the problem of control in the taqtical nuclear and conventlpnal force

area get more éomplicated.

b, Strategic and Tgctical Nuclear Systems
In'surve&ing tﬁé controls of strategie nuclear.weapons, which
have been discussed under the low, medium; and high inépection cases, it
becomes epparent that.éhé more stringent’the.limits and controls under this
fcategory of weapons, the greater wouldube thé degree of control required over
tactical nuclear forces. The reason for thié éorrelgtion is that the more |

16

SECRET

H¥ 49061 DocId:32626321 Page 17



SECRET
strivgent the limits and con crols oVer strategic weapons tqe grezter would be
the vay 0¢f to a notentla_ argresson in "pccket oattTeship dpvelonmen 8 within
the tactical category. Moreover, the more siring .t the ll.lts over stva tegic
veapons, the more aesta;il_ ing would be the diswarltieb in tac tlcal nuclear
- weapons which would be possible'vithout controls.

¢. Relationship of Coaverntionzl to Nuciear,Fcrces

The greatér the degree of control over_sfiétegic ané tactical 
nuclear forces, thevgreater fhe imbortancerf éonveﬂt*bnal.forcés and
Ther fo“e the greater thb necd for Coﬂt*o1s over these co“ventwonal forces
which would assure that ne gon*axed balances are not violated. The hlstory '
of cenventional arms races nesds nourecounting.~ The achievement of agreements
for controls over nuclea? wéapons is most iikély to be observedvif‘both sides -
are able to achieve é ﬁoh—zero sum -agreement on their con&entional forces which
achieves certain po 1t1cul objectives for each. (This in turn implies a degree
of political settlement which will be dlscussed later)

B. Corventional Wéabons'

" 1. Area Considerations...

é. NATO-Warsaw Pact Relationship

This is the key erea of the world. The vital interesfs of both blocs
conffont here. For that reason it is here that 1t is.mpst difficult and most
important to achieve a non-zero sum settlement. Until the political.envirqnmentv
has chenged aépreciably (such aé might eventuate if EEC integration‘éontinues
or if the European satel_vtes achleve sign_flcant dlsorlentatlon from the USSR)
the best hope for s bala_ce of conventional forces in this erea is a limited

rapproachment and dlsengagement &8s part of a broader arms control backage. For
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example, should the U.S. give wp its preponderance of strategic weapons with
its concomitant Class IT deterrence, the USSR IRBM threat to Furope would have
to be- llmvnated, and some conventiopal balance would have to.be - -

negotiaued. This‘ccm;ﬂAnot becaﬁsimble numeric¢al.parity:. Tre. 1nt62464, edntinental

which the U.S. must support Europe) are en advantage which would require
compensation in a steble séttlement, Thais might be achievﬁd by permit*ing
antvcn*1¢tely larger M TO land forces in Eurony, Than the Wérsaw nations would

e allowed to have West of the Bug River or West of a Len_ngrad-Smolensk-Odessa

ot

ine. Alternatively, a formula might be worked out which allowed the NATO

=

powers fo continue to have Iarger tactical air forceé while the Wafsaw-NATO
nations had parity of land srmies within a defined area in Furope. Sti11

avother alternative; or an added element of security, might be to negate offensive
opportunities for conventional forces by creating a "nuclearized" zone ;- a
jéintly plantea, jointly policed, Jbintxy controlled AﬁM zone, hélf of whiéh
either side coﬁld set off at will.. The balance to be sought 1s that the. '
advantage should lie with the defendlng Porces regardless of which side initiates
the offensive. The hlgher ‘the ccntrols over the strategic and tactical

nuclear forces, . the more‘cfitical the Eurbpeah conventioral balance becomes.

b. China

Here both’superpowers have potential problems.

(1) The U.S. relationship A

It is difficult to'visualizevthe lineup of U.S. conventional
forces which could handle the problem of China in Asia. While U.S. seapower
could iﬁsure the defense of Japan, Formosa, the Philippines and other

~Pacific islands, and, with land forces, could make a creditable defense in _
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the Korean peninsuvla, the probleﬁ of Southeast Asis would havemto be wet:

a) by depending on superior US conventional airpower and the mavpower of allies;
D) by resort to a retained sur eriority in tact*callnucleer weapons; ¢) by
incrsasing the size of U.S. conventional fo”ces oy an emount which m_équ be
difficult to sustaln, po 1u1cally, d) by re_iﬂqpisnlna Souuhcasu Asia to tne
Chinese Communis?t (_no_a, with US support, and given adequate Indian mouivation
might still be defénsible) ; €) by insisting upon a reduction in.the land and
air forces of China. Of thesebnossibilities, the retention of tactical nuclear
Je:pons seems to be the most feasible alternative for the foreseeable Iuture.

" 2) The USSR relatlonship

The increasing preoccupation of the Soviet leadership with the
problem of Chins end the differential in manpower resources give evidence of
e similer need for the USSR to retain tectical nuclear weapons to redress the

poterntial imbalance in couventional forces.

3) US-USSR Non-Zero Sum _ »

. ‘Both suberpowers have a mutual interest not only in redre581ng
potentlal manpower imbalances vis-a-vis China, w1th taCtical nuclear
weapons but also would gain advantage-by maintaining mechanized lend forces of
greatly superior mobillty and flrepower to the Chinese. The tactical air forces
of tke USSR, deployed well eastward to honor a European settlement, and the
Pacific sea forces ot the U.S. would be indlrectky supporting & common m1581on .
in many respects. More important, any detentevin Europe, with force levels
reduced within European geographical limits, would free lend forces from both
sides to be deployed against the threat‘of China. |

Over the long haul, the military facts_ofilife might persuade the

Chinese Communists to ease their burdentby joining in a second generation‘series

\
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